\ 0- 7  63  356 


A  FACTOR  ANALYTIC  STUDY  OF  ATTRITIONS 
FROM  NAVAL  AVIATION  TRAINING 

Wayne  L,  Waag,  et  al 

Naval  Aerospace  Medical  Research  Laboratory 
Pensacola,  Florida 

4  June  1973 


DISTRIBUTED  BY: 


NffilSi 


National  Technical  Information  Service 
U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

5285  Port  Royal  Road,  Springfield  Va.  22151 


NAMRl  -  H8i 


A  FACTOR  ANALYTIC  STUDY  OF  ATTRITIONS  FROM 
NAVAL  AVIATION  TRAINING 

Wayne  L.  Waw,  LT  Richard  H.  Shannon,  MSG,  USN, 
Roialic  KT  Ambler,  and  Annette  G.  Baiaden 


DDC 


fcajjf  odv<.etl  l»r 

NATIONAL  TECHNICAL 
INFORMATION  SERVICE 


U  3  C>«a|)civ Vntntii  til  Cvn-i.iUf£6 
VA  22131 


4  June  1973 


SmurMy  ChinMfM  iiUon 


.  DOCUMENT  CONTROL  DATA  RAD 


I  OtmilNA  UNO  AC  t  * V l  I  v  f  ('itrfltiMf*  iHlf/tOf) 

Naval  Aerospace  Medical  Research  Laboratory 
Naval  Aeroapace  Medical  Institute 
Naval  Aeroapace  and  Regional  Medical  Center 
Pensacola,  Florida  33912  _  _ 


d«,  HLI'OIM  ftKCuMirV  CL  Afifti  lie:  A  t  ION 

Unclassified 


1  Ml  MOM  t  t  I  t  L» 

A  FACTOR  ANALYTIC  STUDY  OF  ATTRITIONS  FROM  NAVAL  AVIATION  TRAINING 


d  ticncMiMt  i  VV  no  t  it.  ft  \  7V/m*  of  ff/iorf  tint  I  intltiHivv  i/itlen) 


i  AuTtToitihi  (I'Im/  mtmts  mithiln  Uuiiu)'tl**l  tiooiTP 

Wayne  L  Waag,  Ph.lL, 

Richard  II.  Shannon,  LT,  MSC,  USN 
Ronalle  K,  Ambler 
and  Annette  G.  Baieden 


o  itrpoh  t  ha  it 

4  June  1073 

fM.  TOTAL  NO  OK  MAO  lift 

28 

lb.  no  or  r, IC e * 

2 

*«.  c on  f  m Ac:  f  mi  oman  r  no. 

h,  M MO J I-  C  t  Nil. 

MF51.B24 .002sR012  DX5X 

«/. 

tM»,  OMIOINA  ’OM'A  Mr  MOM  t  NUMHfc  mil 

NAMRL  ■  1181 

9b.  nrilltR  Ml; mom  1  riolll  (Any  uth *f  tiiwiLeP*  rhm  nmy  lib  eex/dnat/ 

Mile  fe/ioMj 

.8 

1”  |>l  ft  Y  MIHU  tlON  *1  A  tKMP.N  X 

Approved  for  public  release)  distribution  unlimited. 

1  1  1  All  M Ml.  1  Ml-  N  t  AUV  Nnllft 

U-  lPQNft'jMlNC)  Ml  1.1  I  AMY  ACTIVITY  j 

'■  Students  who  do  not  aucceaalully  complete  naval  aviation  training  are  aaked  to  complete  an  open-ended  questionnaire 
concerning  their  reaaoni  for  entering  and  lenving  the  program,  their  likes  and  dislikes  about  the  program,  and  characteristics  of 
their  Inatructore.  The  purpoae  of  the  present  study  wan  1)  to  develop  an  objectively  ilructuredqueitlonnalre  from  an  analyala 
of  reapoi>#ea  of  a  large  sample  of  attritions  to  this  open-ended  questionnaire)  2)  tn  Identify  the  most  sslient  factors  emerging 
from  response  to  the  newfy  developed  questionnaire)  and  3)  to  compare  attritions  from  Ibe  idiot  and  NFO  training  program  on 
theae  response  faci-ira.  ^ 

An  objectively  structured  questionnaire  waa  developed,  admlnlateied  to  a  sample  of  221  attrition!,  and  the  data  analysed 
by  a  aerie*  of  principal  components  fictor  arts’;***-  For  each  of  six  major  content  areas,  a  snail  number  of  well-defined  and 
eaaily-interpretaJbie  factors  emerged.  Loadings  from  the  pilot-NFO  dichotomy  revealed  difference*  on  a  substantial  number  of 
factors. 


Baaed  on  the  findings  of  this  study,  *t  la  recommended  that  the  newly-developed  queationnalre  be  revised  and  implemented 
on  a  continuing  bask 
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The  Problem 


SUMMARY  PAGE 


Students  who  do  not  successfully  complete  naval  aviation  training  are 
asked  to  complete  an  open-ended  questionnaire  concerning  their  reaoons  for 
entering  and  leaving  the  program,  their  likes  and  dislikes  about  the  program, 
and  characteristics  of  their  instructors.  The  purpose  of  the  present  study  was: 
1)  to  develop  an  objectively  structured  questionnaire  from  an  analysis  of 
responses  of  a  large  sample  of  attritions  to  this  open-ended  questionnaire;  2) 
to  identify  the  most  salient  factors  emerging  from  responses  to  the  newly 
developed  questionnaire;  and  3)  to  compare  attritions  from  the  pilot  and  NFO 
training  programs  on  these  response  factors. 


Findings 


An  objectively  structured  questionnaire  was  developed,  administered 
to  a  sample  of  221  attrition  j  ,  and  the  data  analyzed  by  a  seilea  of  principal  com  ¬ 
ponents  factor  analyses  .  For  each  of  six  major  content  areas  a  small  number  of 
well-defined  and  easily- interpretable  factors  emerged.  Loadings  from  the 
pilot-NFO  dichotomy  revealed  differences  on  a  substantial  number  of  factors . 


Recommendations 


Based  on  the  findings  of  this  study,  it  is  recommended  that  the  newly- 
developed  questionnaire  be  revised  and  implemented  on  a  continuing  basis. 
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INTRODUCTION  1 


Each  year  a  significant  portion  (approximately  30%)  of  all  aviation 
students  separate  or  attrite  from  naval  aviation  training  (1)  .  It  is  considered  an 
Important  concern  to  monitor  the  reasons  for  attrition  and  the  attitudes  of  these 
departing  students,  since  nearly  half  are  voluntary  withdrawals,  or  DORs. 

Upon  leaving  the  program,  most  students  are  processed  through  the  Aerospace 
Psychology  Department  at  the  Naval  Aerospace  Medical  Research  Laboratory  . 
Here  they  are  asked  to  complete  a  questionnaire  dealing  with  their  reasons  for 
leaving  the  flight  program  and  various  other  attitudinal  aspects  of  their 
experience  in  the  flight  program.  Historically,  the  purpose  of  the  question¬ 
naire,  which  evolved  from  an  interview  procedure,  has  been  threefold: 

1)  to  obtain  feedback  information  as  needed  for  use  at  the  Training  Command 
policy  level;  2)  to  obtain  criterion  data  for  research  purposes;  and  3)  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  emotional  outlet  (catharsis)  for  the  student  (2) .  The  current  question¬ 
naire  is  presented  in  Appendix  A. 


The  mein  objectives  of  the  present  study  were;..  1)  the  development  of 
an  objectively  structured  questionnaire  from  a  content  analysis  of  responses  of 
a  large  sample  of  attritions  to  the  questionnaire  currently  in  use;  and  2)  the 
identification  of  the  most  salient  factors  emerging  from  responses  to  the  newly 
developed  questionnaire.  A  further  aim  was  the  comparison  of  attritions  from 
the  pilot  and  NFO  flight  training  programs.  Specifically,  the  present  study 
focused  on  six  major  content  areas: 

(1)  Reasons  for  entering  the  flight  program. 

(2)  Reasons  for  leaving  the  flight  program. 

(3)  Factors  liked  best  about  the  flight  program. 

(4)  Factors  liked  least  about  the  flight  program. 

(5)  Characteristics  of  the  best  instructor  (s)  in  the  flight  program . 

(6)  Characteristics  of  the  poorest  instructor  (s)  in  the  flight  program . 


METHOD 


The  sample  group  for  the  initial  phase  of  this  study  included  485  stu¬ 
dents  who  attrlted  from  the  flight  training  program  between  January  1870  and 
June  1972.  Of  these,  74.6%  were  pilot  trainees,  while  24.8%  were  NFO 
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trainees.  The  status  of  the  remaining  0.6%  was  unknown.  All  responses  to  the 
six  major  content  areas  of  interest  were  recorded  and  collated.  From  this 
systematic  review  of  all  the  responses ,  a  structured  questionnaire  was 
developed.  The  resulting  instrument  is  presented  in  Appendix  B . 


The  new  questionnaire  was  then  administered  to  a  sample  of  221  stu¬ 
dents  attriting  between  January  1973  and  April  1973.  Of  these,  49.8%  were  pilot 
trainees,  while  46.1%  were  NFO  trainees.  The  remaining  4.1%  had  changed  from 
one  flight  program  to  the  other.  Of  the  sample,  there  were  150  DORs,  12  flight 
failures,  11  ground  school  failures,  38  not  physically  qualified,  and  4  not 
aerontutically  adapted.  The  remaining  6  were  unknown.  For  each  content 
area,  an  inter-correlation  matrix  of  items  was  computed.  The  pilot-NFO  dicho¬ 
tomy  was  included  as  an  item  within  the  correlational  analysis  of  each  content 
area.  A  principal  components  analysis  was  performed  for  each  content  area  and 
rotated  to  a  normalized  varima  ,  criterion.  From  these  analyses,  the  most  salient 
dimensions  within  each  content  area  were  identified. 


RESULTS  AND  DISCUSSION 


The  major  findings  are  presented  according  to  each  of  the  major  content 

areas. 


Reasons  for  Entering  the  Program 


From  reasons  identified  during  the  initial  analysis,  17  items  were 
written.  As  the  instructions  in  Appendix  B  indicate,  respondents  were  asked  to 
rate  each  item  on  a  5-point  scale  according  to  its  influence  on  their  decision  to 
enter  the  fllqht  program.  For  this  analysts,  as  well  as  subsequent  ones,  those 
attritions  who  had  transferred  from  one  flight  program  to  the  other  (pilot  to 
NFO  or  NFO  to  pilot)  were  eliminated  in  order  to  clarify  possible  pilot-NFO 
trainee  differences.  The  resulting  intercorrelation  matrix  for  this  analysis  was 
based  on  211  attritions.  No  restrictions  were  enforced  according  to  type  of 
attrition  (DOR,  failure,  etc.) . 


From  the  mktrix  of  intercorrelationa ,  five  factors  were  extracted 
accounting  for  61 .03%  of  the  total  variance.  The  rotated  matrix  of  factor  loadings 
is  presented  in  Table  1 .  Only  loadings  of  .30  or  greater  are  shown.  The  num¬ 
ber  preceding  each  item  refers  to  the  actual  item  number  as  found  on  the 
^  questionnaire  in  Appendix  B . 
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TAULK  I 


Itotutcd  Matrix  of  Factor  Loading*  for  Reasons  for  Filtering  the  Flight  Program 


Item 

1 

II 

ill 

IV 

V 

16 

For  prestige  and  .social  opportunities 

65 

17 

Opportunity  for  educational  benefit* 

45 

1(1 

Farcer  opportunities  better  tlian  civilian  life 

III 

■89 

59 

19 

Wanted  to  fly 

HI 

20 

For  adventure  uud  excitement 

42 

62 

21 

Fulfill  militury  obligation 

00 

22 

Security  of  military  life 

44 

59 

2!l 

Wanted  to  be  a  naval  officer 

75 

21 

Interested  in  what  the  Nnvy  doe* 

77 

21* 

For  pay,  allowances,  and  fringe  benefit* 

1)4 

26 

Filtered  militury  to  avoid  draft 

89 

27 

Opportunity  to  develop  *clf»discipliuc  uud  confidence 

ill 

211 

Wanted  to  serve  country 

49 

r>o 

2V 

Opportunity  to  think  uhout  wluit  1  really  wanted 
to  do  in  life 

•49 

so 

45 

:)o 

Pluuncd  to  mukc  Navy  a  career 

70 

•44 

:u 

Wuuled  to  do  something  challenging 

56 

45 

:i2 

Physical  truiiiiug  and  development 

75 

Pilot  vh 

NFO 

:i:t 

•64 

IVreciil  of  Variance 

111.64 

12.111 

10.95 

14.64 

9.97 

Factor  I  was  identified  as  a  "strong  orientation  toward  naval  career". 
Those  items  loading  highest  on  this  factor  reflect  a  long-range  commitment 
toward  the  pursuit  of  a  oareer  as  a  naval  officer .  Intrinsic  interest  in  a  naval 
career  rather  than  benefits  are  emphasized.  The  desire  to  serve  one's  country 
loaded  positively  on  this  factor,  while  the  item  29  concerning  "time  to  think" 
loaded  negatively.  In  other  words,  if  scores  were  computed,  an  Individual 
scoring  high  on  this  factor  might  be  described  ?s  one  dedicated  to  the  military 
way  of  life  and  the  pursuit  of  a  naval  oareer .  He  is  resolute  in  his  conviotion 
that  a  military  oareer  is  for  him .  Individuals  from  a  family  having  a  past  history 
of  military  service  would  be  likely  to  sybre  highly  on  this  factor . 


Factor  II  was  defined  as  Self-Development.  Those  items  loading  highest 
on  this  factor  emphasize  the  development  of  self-discipline  and  confidence  as 
well  as  physical  development.  The  flight  training  program  is  viewed  as  a 
challenging  means  whereby  one  can  serve  his  country ,  In  contrast  to  Factor  I , 
the  item  concerning  time  to  think  produced  a  relatively  high  loading .  An  indi¬ 
vidual  scoring  high  on  this  factor  might  be  characterized  as  the  athletic  stereo¬ 
type  who  is  highly  concerned  about  his  own  physical  and  personal  development 
but  who  has  given  little  thought  to  his  life's  ambitions . 

Factor  III  was  defined  as  Military  Obligation.  Those  items  loading  high¬ 
est  on  this  factor  reflect  entrance  into  the  flight  program  as  a  means  of  avoiding 
the  draft  and  fulfilling  their  military  obligation.  Two  items  concerning  a  naval 
career  loaded  negatively  on  this  factor .  It  is  apparent  that  an  individual  scoring 
high  on  this  factor  had  entered  the  flight  program  for  the  sake  of  expediency . 

Factor  IV  emphasizes  reasons  wherein  Benefits  are  involved.  Those 
items  loading  highest  on  this  factor  concern  extrinsic  rewards  as  a  result  of 
entering  the  program.  These  include  pay,  educational  benefits,  prestige,  etc. 
Items  concerning  adventure  and  time  to  think  also  load  positively  on  this  factor , 
although  the  magnitudes  are  relatively  low.  In  any  case,  an  individual  scoring 
high  on  this  factor  is  one  who  had  entered  the  program  as  a  consequence  of  its 
many  external  rewards, 

Factor  V  concerns  the  Desire  to  Fly.  In  addition  to  the  principal  item, 
"wanted  to  fly,"  two  others  loaded  significantly  on  this  factor .  These  items  con¬ 
cerned  adventure--excitement  and  the  view  of  the  program  as  challenging.  It 
is  likely  that  this  factor  represents  the  "romantic"  stereotype  of  aviation.  The 
individual  who  scores  high  on  this  factor  enters  the  program  primarily  because 
he  wants  to  fly,  Aviation  represents  a  challenging  endeavor--one  replete  with 
excitement  and  adventure.  As  might  be  expected,  pilots  loaded  highly  on  this 
factor . 

Reasons  For  Leaving  The  Flight  Program 


From  reasons  identified  during  the  initial  analysis,  36  itemB  were 
written.  Respondents  were  asked  to  rate  each  item  according  to  its  influence  on 
their  decision  to  leave  the  flight  program ,  Intercorrelations  among  items  were 
computed  only  for  DORs ,  since  all  other  separations  involved  Involuntary  sepa¬ 
ration.  The  resulting  sample  size  was  142.  From  the  intercorrelation  matrix, 
six  factors  were  extracted,  accounting  for  58.96%  of  the  total  variance.  Items 
34,  35,  36,  and  37,  were  eliminated  from  the  analysis,  since  they  represented 
reasons  for  involuntary  separation,  The  rotated  matrix  of  factor  loadings  is  pre¬ 
sented  in  Table  2, 


TABLE  2 


Rotated  Matrix  of  Factor  Loading*  of  Reasons  for  Leaving  the  Program 


Item 


I 


Ii 


Hi 


IV 


VI 


37 

Not  ucroiuutically  adapted  due  to  psychological 
problems 

64 

88 

Had  difficulty  in  lea'iiing  ground  school  materia) 

50 

-32 

89 

Motion  sickness  while  airborne 

57 

40 

Shift  in  career  interest  from  military  or  flight 
program  to  civilian  life  60 

30 

41 

Too  much  nervousness  and  anxiety  generated 
by  flight  program 

34 

66 

42 

The  combination  of  ground  und  flight  material 
caine  too  fust,  unuhlc  to  keep  puce 

50 

52 

33 

43 

Wife  unhappy  with  my  flying 

l'3 

44 

Unable  to  perform  well  while  flying  the  aircraft 

75 

45 

Do  not  like  obedience  and  discipline  instilled  by 
feur  orientation  54 

54 

46 

Extreme  apprehension  when  anticipating 
upcoming  flights  or  during  the  flight 

76 

47 

Dissatisfied  with  pipeline  assignment 

42 

4(1 

Did  not  like  flying 

35 

65 

49 

Do  not  like  military  discipline 

84 

50 

Military  life  not  for  me 

1)9 

51 

Lost  interest  in  flight  program 

64 

52 

Wife  unhappy  with  military  life 

89 

53 

Unable  to  adjust  to  military  life 

74 

1 

t 

54 

Disliked  rigid  rules  and  regulations 

86 

) 

Ir 

55 

Not  able  to  function  well  in  this  type  of 
pressurized  environment 

51 

t 

71  \ 

4 

36 

Separation  from  family 

-76 

V 

i 

37 

Length  of  flight  training  program  too  long 

38 

I 

i 

* 

38 

Dissatisfied  with  program  (pUot/NFO)a«dgnment 

42 

39 

1 

59 

Academics  too  technical 

73 

m 

60 

Do  not  like  taking  orders  and  being  told  how  to 
think 

6 

74 

1 

1 

i 

TAHI.K.  2  (Continued) 


—  .-,U.  ■- 

Rotated  Matrix  of  Factor  loading*  of  Keamma  for  Leaving  tin!  Program 

limn 

1 

II 

III  IV  V 

VI 

01 

Personal  or  fiiiaucin  problem* 

57 

02 

Treated  poorly  und  inijitotly  by  iiiHtruetnr* 

39 

03 

Had  difficulty  in  leuruing  flight  muterinl 

46 

65 

64 

Shift  in  career  interest  form  pilot  to  NKO  or 
NR)  to  pilot  program 

4H 

05 

Prefer  freedom  of  eiviliun  life 

Hi) 

00 

Pear  of  flying 

51 

51 

07 

Shift  in  career  interest  form  flight  program  to 
mirfuee  or  atnff  Navy 

•39 

37 

39 

OH 

Too  iniicli  pressure  in  the  program 

35 

75 

Pilot*  vh 

NKO 

47 

36 

IViemil  of  Vuriunce 

17.38 

9.96 

8.36  11.48  5.91 

H.66 

Factor  I  represents  a  string  dislike  of  what  might  be  termed  Military 
Authoritarianism.  Those  items  loading  highest  on  this  factor  emphasize  an 
inability  to  accept  the  rules,  regulations  ,  and  discipline  inherent  within  the 
military  way  of  life.  There  is  a  preference  for  tbo  freedom  of  civilian  life  and  a 
shift  in  Interest  to  a  civilian  career .  A  shift  in  career  interest  to  the  surface 
Navy  has  a  negative  loading  suggesting  that  an  individual  scoring  high  on  this 
factor  simply  wants  out  of  the  military.  He  voices  a  strong  dislike  of  the 
authoritarian  characteristics  of  the  military  establishment. 


Factor  II  might  be  defined  as  Expressed  Anxiety.  Those  items  loading 
highest  on  this  factor  reflect  anxiety  and  apprehension  toward  flight.  An  indi¬ 
vidual  scoring  high  on  this  factor  is  not  aeronautically  adapted.  He  cannot 
perform  well  during  flight,  is  likely  to  experience  motion  sickness,  and  feels 
apprehension  prior  to  and  during  flight.  In  other  words,  he  simply  expresses 
a  fear  of  flying , 


Factor  IQ  might  be  defined  as  Personal  Problems.  The  two  items  load¬ 
ing  highest  on  this  factor  indicate  the  wife  to  be  unhappy  about  flying  and  the 
military.  Two  other  items  relating  to  separation  from  family  and  personal- 
financial  problems  also  have  high  loadings  on  this  factor.  ^ 
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Facte.  IV  reflects  dissatisfaction  with  Ground  School/Academics. 

Those  items  loading  highest  on  this  factor  indicated  either  dislike  or  difficulty 
with  the  academic  material.  Items  relating  to  program  and  pipeline  assignment 
also  lctUed  significantly  on  this  factor.  An  inspection  of  the  zero-order  cor¬ 
relations  of  these  items  with  the  pilot-NFO  dichotomy  revealed  NFOs  to  voice 
significantly  more  discontent  with  their  program  assignment.  Similarly,  those 
items  concerning  strictly  ground  school  material  were  rated  most  highly  by 
NFOs.  In  other  words,  Factor  IV  is  seen  primarily  aB  an  NFO  factor,  since  the 
training  program  is  so  laden  with  academic/technical  material.  The  failure  to 
obtain  a  high  pllot/NFO  loading  on  this  factor  is  a  result  of  the  high  loadings  of 
items  42  and  63.  Item  42  emphasizes  the  combination  of  ground  and  flight 
material  while  item  63  emphasizes  flight  material,  In  both  cases,  these  were 
rated  more  highly  by  pilots.  In  any  case,  the  eseanco  of  this  factor  appears  to 
be  dissatisfaction  with  ground  school . 


Factor  V  might  be  defined  as  Loss  of  Interest.  Items  loading  highest  on 
this  factor  reflect  loss  of  interest  in  the  flight  program  and  dislike  of  flying . 
Shifts  of  care  ir  Interest  to  either  civilian  life  of  the  Surface  Navy  also  load  on 
this  factor.  Interestingly  enough,  fear  of  flying  also  loads  highly  on  this 
factor.  Such  findings  suggest  that  fear  of  flying  is  at  least  contributory  to  such 
expressed  reasons  as  "loss  of  interest"  or  "did  not  like  flying,  buch  an  inter¬ 
pretation  is  consistent  with  commonly  held  views,  especially  within  the  Training 
Command,  as  to  why  people  voluntarily  separate  from  the  program. 


Factor  VI  is  concerned  with  Pressure  generated  by  the  program.  Items 
loading  highest  on  this  factor  emphasize  an  inability  to  cope  with  the  pressures 
of  the  flight  program.  Such  pressure  is  seen  to  result  in  pooT  performance  as 
well  as  the  generation  of  nervousness  and  anxiety.  In  other  words,  an  indi¬ 
vidual  scoring  high  on  this  factor  simply  cannot  live  up  to  the  demands  of  the 
program.  NFOs  rated  these  items  more  highly  than  did  pilots.  While  pressure 
generated  by  the  flight  program  may  represent  one  of  the  major  reasons  why 
students  DOR,  the  possibility  remains  that  it  may  represent  one  of  the  better 
screening  devices .  Individuals  unable  to  cope  with  such  pressure  are  unlikely 
to  become  proficient  aviators . 


Things  Liked  Best  About  the  Program 


Twenty-one  items  were  written  irom  those  things  liked  best  about  the 
program .  Intercorrelations  among  items  were  computed  for  all  pilot/NFO 
trainees  regardless  of  reason  for  attrition  /  The  resulting  sample  size  was  178. 
Only  two  factors  were  extracted  which  accounted  for  52,10%  of  the  total  variance. 
Since  Factor  I  was  obviously  a  geniral  factor,  the  matrix  of  unrotated  loadings 
is  presented.  These  are  given  in  1  jble  3. 


Notated  Matrix  of  Factor  Loadings  of  Tilings  Cihed  A  limit  the  Flight  Program 


Item 


69 

Development  of  aelf-diacipiiuc  and  aclf*coiifideu.‘c 

71 

70 

Survival  training 

02 

■37 

71 

Academic  or  ground  training 

72 

72 

Pay  and  ullotYaiieca 

04 

7!) 

AOC.  training 

7!) 

74 

Training  aid*  and  programmed  texts 

60 

7  r» 

Intercut  taken  in  pcraonul  health  and  general  welfare 

71 

70 

Pliyaicul  training 

69 

77 

Prcatigc  of  being  an  officer 

69 

•01 

70 

Church  aervicea 

5!) 

79 

Fringe  benefita  ("O"  Club,  food,  uniforma,  etc.) 

04 

•4B 

00 

Treatment  by  ground  und  flight  inatruetora 

74 

38 

01 

Comradcahip  of  pceta 

66 

02 

Duality  of  ground  or  flight  iuatruc.tioii 

77 

38 

Hit 

Fcclinga  of  accompliahment  and  aelf-eateem 

70 

04 

Flight  training  (aetnul  flying  in  aircraft) 

01 

44 

!ir> 

(letting  coiiittiiaaioued,  being  a  naval  officer 

51 

■44 

no 

Challenge  und  competition 

73 

07 

Serve  country 

71 

00 

licndcrahip  of  claaa  offic.cra  und  NCOa 

72 

09 

Career  opportunity 

62 

•47 

Pilot  va 

NFO 

•34 

Percent  of  Variance  42.24  9,94 


As  indicated ,  Factor  I  represents  a  general  factor .  All  items  except 
the  pilot/NFO  dichotomy  loaded  quite  highly .  An  Individual  scoring  high  on 
this  factor  might  be  described  as  one  who  agrees  thit  all  characteristics 
described  by  these  items  are  indeed  favorable.  One  souring  low  finds  little 
about  the  program  whioh  he  likes .  Factor  n  reflects  two  major  trends .  One  set 


IF 


cf  items  loading  highly  on  this  factor  concerns  benefits  derived  from  the  program . 
The  other  set  is  decidedly  related  to  flying  and  the  training  program . 

Interestingly  enough,  items  comprising  these  two  major  sets  load  in  opposite 
directions,  The  substantial  pilot/NFO  loading  provides  insight  into  this  pattern 
of  loadings.  Pilots  tend  to  emphasize  things  concerning  the  actual  flying  and 
training  program,  whereas  NFOs  are  more  Interested  in  the  benefits  which 
characterize  the  program.  These  findings  are  consistent  with  those  dealing  with 
reasons  for  entering  the  program.  Sbnply  stated,  pilots  enter  the  program  to 
fly,  whereas  NFOs  enter  for  other  benefits.  The  pilot  training  program  appears 
to  provide  inherent  rewards  which  are  not  found  in  the  NFO  program . 


Things  Liked  Least  About  the  Program 


From  those  things  liked  least  about  the  program  which  were  identified 
during  the  initial  phase,  37  items  were  written.  The  sample  size  for  this  con¬ 
tent  area  was  168  attritions.  From  the  resulting  Intercorrelation  matrix,  five 
factors  were  extracted  accounting  for  53.06%  of  the  total  variance.  The  matrix 
of  rotated  factor  loadings  is  presented  in  Table  4. 


Factor  I  might  be  conceptualized  as  a  dislike  of  Military  Authoritarian¬ 
ism  and  is  quite  similar  to  the  first  factor  extracted  for  reasons  for  leaving  the 
program.  Those  Items  loading  highest  on  this  faotor  emphasize  distaste  for 
rigid  discipline  which  Is  demanded  by  the  flight  program.  Attritions  express  a 
sense  of  Iosb  of  individuality  and  a  feeling  they  are  treated  somewhat  lees  than 
human,  especially  within  the  Indoctrination  Battalion.  Also,  loading  highly  on 
this  factor  are  Items  concerned  with  pressure  in  the  program.  An  Individual 
scoring  high  on  this  factor  Is  one  who  finds  himself  in  a  highly  pressurized 
environment  in  which  his  freedom  Is  restricted.  He  is  either  unable  or  unwilling 
to  accept  such  regimentation.  In  other  words,  he  simply  dislikes  the  military 
organization. 


Factor  II  might  be  defined  as  Quality  of  Organization  within  the  program. 
Those  Items  loading  highest  on  this  factor  emphasize  dissatisfaction  with  various 
aspects  of  Instruction  within  the  flight  training  program .  Most  prominent  are 
those  items  concerning  ground  and  flight  Instructors .  Poor  quality  and  lack  of 
standardization  appear  to  be  the  most  Important  complaints.  Dissatisfaction  with 
the  classroom  phases  of  training  also  emerges.  Several  items  concerning  the 
structure  of  the  training  program  also  loaded  highly  on  this  faotor.  Disorgani¬ 
zation,  incompetence,  and  poor  communication  were  the  major  dislikes . 
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TAItLK  \ 


Itotaled  Parlor  Matrix  of  Thingw  Liked  Leant  Ah, 

J  tic 

c  Flight  Program 

Hem 

1 

II 

ill  IV 

90 

Poor,  incoc:  intent,  and  contradictory  communication 
*villi  those  in  ntithiirily 

43 

4ft 

91 

Prmnuriml  eiiviroiiineiit,  Homeoiie  constantly  obnerving 
and  commenting  on  one'n  performance 

?r> 

92 

Lack  of  free  time  to  relax 

7P 

93 

Flight  iruiiiiiiK  (actually  flying  in  aireraft) 

ft! 

94 

Pipeline  annignmcnl 

57 

95 

Loan  of  individiialily,  initiative,  and  freedom  of  choice 

III 

9ft 

Treated  like  animaln,  not  treated  properly  or  an  a 
rational  lininan  being 

79 

9? 

Social  life 

59 

Ott 

Too  much  prcnnnre,  never  enough  time 

75 

99 

Laek  of  inntruetor  ntimdardi/.alion 

ft  7 

1 00 

Academic  or  ground  training 

47 

50 

101 

lnniilllii|>  of  fear  and  the  punitive  nature  of  military 
traiuiitg 

HO 

102 

Hie  heat 

511 

io:t 

Treatment  hy  tin  ground  and  flight  iuntructorn 

50 

40 

104 

Disorganization  ami  incompeteiice  within  the 
program 

42 

ftt) 

111 

io:» 

Lack  of  fleet  neatn  al  ter  receiving  oue'n  wiugn 

3ft 

111 

100 

Indoctrination  battalion 

75 

107 

Program  in  not  evenly  paced,  poor  neheduling 

54 

100 

Military  life  In  general 

72 

100 

llarannment  hy  the  Drill  Iuntructorn  and  candidate 
officei  n 

IHL 

no 

Selection  tenting  program  by  the  Navy  recruiter 

67 

til 

Quality  and  attitude  of  ground  and  flight  instructor* 

74 

30 

112 

Flight  pools 

32 

53 

113 

FmphanU  on  petty  and  unimportant  things 

71 

114 

The  food 

39 

33 

\ 


< 
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TAIII.K  1  (Continued) 


Holaled  I’’ ii  i'll  h-  Matrix  <if  Thing*  Liked  Leant  Alton!  I  lit1  Might  Program 


lien. 

1 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

IIS 

Family  separation 

42 

lie 

lioredom,  routine,  not  enough  Htiinulotion 

ill 

\\\ 

117 

It  Hen  and  regulations 

Tit, 

mi 

lieeruiting  methods  by  the  Navy  Itee.ruiter 

110 

119 

Poor  eoinniunieuluiii/inl'ormotion  e.oneerniug  the 
I'llglil  program 

ft! 

120 

121 

i'hyaienl  training 

Training  aid*  and  programmed  lexis 

o:t 

•00 

122 

I'.iiiphasis  on  olTieer  lirsl  and  pllol/NFO  second 

40 

40 

I2!l 

('.lassrooiiesludy  environment  nnl  conducive  In 
learning 

S9 

124 

AOd  training 

49 

511 

125 

I'syeliniogicnl  testing  at  NAMI 

;»4 

45 

120 

Long  wa.ls  in  ready  room  wailing  lo  fly 

142 

55 

40 

Pilot  vh  NFO 

SO 

■51 

IWent  of  Wlaiiee 

21.115 

11.02 

7,14 

9.0(1 

4,25 

Factor  III  emphasizes  dissatisfaction  with  Recruiting  Methods.  Items 
loading  highest  on  this  factor  concerned  methods  used  by  the  recruiter  and  the 
selection  testing  program.  Items  concerning  social  life,  food,  and  boredom  also 
load  on  this  factor .  The  key  seems  to  be  item  119  indicating  poor  information 
about  the  flight  program.  It  appears  that  an  individual  scoring  high  on  this 
factor  feels  he  has  been  sold  a  "bill  of  goods."  The  realities  of  the  flight  pro¬ 
gram  do  not  meet  the  glamorous  expectations  which  ara  generated  by  the 
recruiter.  The  promises  of  excitement,  adventure,  and  a  "swinging"  social 
life  are  simply  not  fulfilled.  As  indicated,  such  complaints  are  voiced  most 
often  by  the  NFO  trainee . 


Factor  IV  emphasizes  a  dislike  of  the  structure  of  the  Flight  Training 
Program.  Dissatisfaction  with  both  ground  and  flight  phases  of  training  is 
voiced.  Dislike  of  pipeline  assignment,  flight  pools,  and  lack  of  fleet  seats  are 
also  prominent,  .It  appears  that  this  factor  actutllv  represents  a  generalized 
dissatisfaction  with  the  entire  program,  The  high  loading  of  item  124--AOC 
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training-  -suggests  that  such  a  general  dislike  of  the  training  program  may  ha 
more  pronounced  among  Aviation  Officer  Candidates.  An  Individual  scoring 
high  on  this  factor  is  likely  to  be  one  who  finds  little  reward  from  aviation 
training . 


Factor  V  might  be  defined  as  Physical  Training .  The  essence  of  this 
factor  appears  to  be  an  action  orientation.  The  pilot/NFO  dichotomy  also  loads 
on  this  factor.  An  individual  scoring  high  on  this  factor  is  likely  to  be  a  pilot 
trainee  who  enjoys  the  physical  training  phases  of  the  program.  On  the  other 
hand  he  dislikes  testing  at  NAM1  and  long  waits  in  the  readyroom ,  which  ho  most 
likely  views  as  a  waste  of  time.  In  other  words,  he  might  be  described  as  a 
very  action-oriented  individual. 


Qualities  of  the  Best  Instructors 


From  those  qualities  Identified  during  the  initial  analyses,  22  items 
were  written.  The  sample  size  for  this  content  area  was  5>1,  From  the  resulting 
matrix  of  intercorrelations ,  three  factors  were  extracted  accounting  for  60  .00% 
of  the  total  variance.  The  rotated  factor  matrix  Is  presented  in  Table  5. 


Factor  I  is  a  general  factor  which,  alone,  accounted  for  over  55%  of  the 
variance.  All  Items,  except  the  pilot-NFO  dichotomy,  loaded  highly  on  this 
factor.  This  was  expected  since  all  items  do  reflect  positive  qualities. 


Items  loading  on  Factor  II  fall  into  two  conceptually  different  clusters. 
One  cluster  concerns  the  Instructor's  willingness  to  explain  and  demonstrate. 
Emphasized  are  adequate  explanation  and  enabling  the  student  to  correct  his 
own  mistakes  .  The  second  cluster  of  items,  which  *11  load  in  the  opposite 
direction,  reflect  what  might  be  termed  professionalism .  Emphasized  are  com¬ 
petence,  consistency  and  friendliness.  It  appears  that  attritions  feel  that  those 
instructors  exhibiting  such  a  professional  attitude  may  not  be  those  who  are  the 
most  helpful  in  their  instructional  techniques . 


Factor  III  is  clearly  a  pilot-specific  factor  and  emphasizes  the  airborne 
capabilities  of  the  pilot.  Accordingly,  the  best  Instructor  is  one  who  in  a  good 
pilot,  understands  students  problems  in  learning  to  fly  and  gives  good  briefs. 
Being  happy  with  hie  job  is  of  little  concern. 
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TAI1I.K  a 


liotnlcd  Matrix  of  Factor  l.oadinga  of  Oualitlrx  of  Ileal  Inalructnrx 

Item 

1 

II 

III 

1 

llndcralood  the  atudcntk  problem*  in  learning  to  function  properly 
while  airherne 

74 

42 

2 

(‘.onHclcntloua 

"8 

:i 

C.onlinually  explaining  anil  dcmoiixtratlng 

74 

49 

4 

Sincere  liiten  at  In  aludcnl 

117 

s 

F.xplalncii  tldnga  well 

112 

:t:i 

ft 

Helpful  oi  allowing  how  lo  correct  inialukea 

lift 

45 

7 

Allowed  aludent  time  to  mukc  own  eorreelioiia 

74 

:»9 

II 

(iood  Inicl'a  and  dclulcfa 

79 

ill 

9 

(lave  encouragement  to  aludent 

79 

10 

The  altitude  that  Imllt  you  uml  the  inalruclor  were  trying  together 
lo  improve  your  ahilltiea  and  (eeliuh|uea 

112 

•ill 

II 

Firm  yet  eaaygoing 

III 

12 

Calient 

Hi) 

III 

One  who  pul  me  at  eaae 

711 

14 

(lultn.  taught  in  a  relaxed  manner 

ft  5 

15 

Friendly 

74 

40 

16 

Happy  with  jolt 

411 

•50 

17 

Onmpetcut  and  organized 

711 

47 

III 

Standardized  and  conaialenl  inatructlon 

711 

414 

19 

Helped  profeaaionnlly  ami  peraonally 

112 

4)7 

20 

(iootl  pilot 

67 

44 

21 

(iood  lender 

711 

22 

Crofeaaioual-kuowH  Ida  jolt  well 

74 

I’ilol  VH 

NI-’O 

71 

Cement  of  Variance 

55.71 

6.71) 

6.30 
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Qualities  of  tho  Worst  Instructors 


From  those  qualities  Identified  during  the  'nitial  analysis,  25  items  were 
written,  The  sample  size  for  this  content  area  was  52.  From  the  resulting 
lntercorr elation  matrix,  throe  factors  were  extracted  accounting  for  71.70%  of 
the  total  variance.  The  rotated  factor  matrix  is  presented  in  Table  0. 


Again,  Factor  I  was  found  to  be  a  large  general  factor  which,  by 
Itself,  accounted  for  over  58%  of  die  total  variance,  Likewise,  the  pllot-NFO 
dichotomy  did  not  load  significantly  on  this  factor.  Two  clusters  of  items  loaded 
on  Factor  II,  As  indicated  by  the  high  pllot-NFO  loading,  this  is  clearly  a 
pilot-specific  factor.  Accordingly,  pilot  attritions  did  not  view  incompetence 
and  unprofessionalism  as  characteristics  of  the  worst  instructors.  On  the  other 
hand,  they  did  view  lack  of  understanding,  no  encouragement,  and  destructive 
criticism  as  traits  of  poor  instructor.  In  other  words,  indifference  aopears  to 
he  one  quality  of  poor  Instructors. 


Factor  III  is  also  pilot-specific  and  indicates  a  reluctance  on  the  part  of 
the  instructor  to  enable  the  student  to  make  find  correct  his  own  mistakes.  Such 
reluctance  to  koop  off  the  controls  most  likely  reflects  a  lack  of  instructor  con¬ 
fidence  and  impatience  with  the  student.  Consequently,  the  instructor  ir,  seen 
as  only  trying  '.o  accumulate  flight  time  with  little  concern  for  the  student. 


Considering  the  qualities  of  both  tho  beBt  and  worst  instructors, 
sevoral  conclusions  appear  to  be  warranted.  Tho  data  suggest  that  the  most 
effective  instructors  are  not  necessarily  those  who  are  judged  the  most  com¬ 
petent,  standardized,  and  organized.  The  best  instructors  are  thoso  who 
understand  the  student's  problems,  allow  them  to  make  mistakes,  and,  most 
importantly,  enable  the  student  to  learn  from  these  mistakes.  While  competence 
and  professionalism  are  necessary  qualities  of  the  good  instructor,  they  are  not 
sufficient.  It  is  the  student  who  should  he  the  focus  of  attention.  Tho  instructor 
is  not  there  for  his  own  benefit,  but  rather  for  the  student's . 


IMPLICATIONS 


The  findings  of  this  study  indicate  that  each  of  the  content  areas  is 
reducible  to  a  relatively  small  number  of  dimensions.  The  emergence  of  clear 
and  easily  interpretable  factors  Indicates  that  the  sample  of  .ittritions  responded 
consistently  to  the  questionnaire.  Since  many  of  the-Uemg  were  similar,  a 
failure  to  obtain  consistency  would  have  indicated  carelessness  or  random 
responding , 
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T  Mil. Kb 


Rotated  M utrix  of  Kih* tor  headings  of  Qualities  of  Worst  Instructors 

llt'tll 

1 

II 

Hi 

a:i 

A  NCl'CaillCr 

III 

21 

!)ivom'tl  from  student's  iiil«*rt*Ht  and  feelings 

7ft 

!I7 

2ft 

lucked  understanding  of  student's  problem.',  .0  learning  to  Imirlioii 
properly  while  airborne 

7:1 

4t> 

2b 

Poiit lot!  out  inihlMki’o  without  offering  suggestion* 

III 

27 

Did  not  iiiHlriK.'t  through  example,  or  demonstrate  how  to  correct 
mistakes  very  much 

US 

211 

(•uvc  destructive  criticism 

711 

45 

29 

Smiirl  aleck,  sarcastic 

Hll 

:m 

Offered  no  encouragement  or  reinforcement 

III) 

III) 

ill 

Wouldn't  keep  his  It, mils  or  feet  off  eoulrols 

39 

56 

:i2 

Would  not  allow  the  student  to  c.orrce  his  own  mistakes 

(12 

ill 

:t:i 

Interested  only  In  gelling  Ills  flight  hours 

72 

44 

:ii 

Kgotistical,  preoccupied  with  hiniNelf 

73 

*»«• 

Jumpy  and  edgy 

no 

no 

hacked  patience 

117 

:i? 

Was  not  conscientious 

112 

:ift 

llud  no  motivation  to  instruct 

nr» 

:»«) 

Poor  attitude 

u:i 

40 

Was  not  standardized  or  consistent  in  his  instruction 

79 

11 

Did  not  care  if  the  student  learned  or  not 

112 

1  * 

Poor  pilot,  could  not  fly  aircraft 

64 

.ft;t 

4:1 

Incompetent  and  disorganized 

77 

•4ft 

44 

Poor  briefs  and  debriefs 

69 

*t»> 

Instructing  was  just  a  Job 

711 

40 

Unprofessional,  does  not  know  hln  job 

75 

.44 

47 

Poor  leader 

?B 

Pilot  vs  NKO 

•50 

•51 

Percent  of  Variative 

5B  40 

0,24 

4.99 
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As  indicated  earlier,  one  of  the  goals  of  the  present  research  was  to 
compare  pilot  and  NFO  attritions  for  each  of  the  consent  areas.  Although  differ¬ 
ences  did  emerge,  it  seems  that  they  arose  mainly  as  a  result  of  the  program  In 
which  they  entered.  As  expected,  pilots  loaded  highly  on  the  factor  Desire  to 
Fly.  Surprisingly,  the  NFO  attritions  tended  to  be  more  career-orieo'.ed  than 
the  pilot  attritions,  For  the  DORs,  Fear  of  Flying  was  rated  more  highly  by  the 
pilot  attritions  as  a  reason  for  leaving.  Again,  suoh  findings  seem  to  primarily 
reflect  differences  in  the  two  flight  programs. 


In  terms  of  what  attritions  liked  best  about  the  program,  pilots  empha¬ 
sized  activities  associated  with  actual  flying,  while  NFOs  seemed  to  be  more 
concerned  with  the  benefits  of  the  program.  On  the  opposite  side  of  the  coin, 
NFOs  tended  to  dislike  the  recruiting  methods  and  physical  training  more  often 
than  did  the  pilot  attritions.  Although  several  pilot/NFO  differences  emerged 
concerning  qualities  of  instructors,  again  these  were  specific  to  the  program.  In 
summary,  It  appears  that  most  differences  between  pilot  and  NFO  attritions  can 
be  attributed  to  the  characteristics  and  demands  of  their  respective  flight  pro¬ 
gram  . 


Although  the  present  study  considered  aach  of  the  Bix  content  areas, 
admittedly  the  most  important  concerned  reasons  why  DORs  in  particular  attrite 
from  the  program  and  what  they  dislike  about  the  program.  Unfortunately  the 
present  Btudy  as  well  as  those  in  the  past  suffer  from  one  major  drawback.  They 
are  based  solcy  on  attritions  who  have  separated  from  the  program  under  the 
assumption  that  reasons  for  discontent  from  theBe  individuals  are  different  from 
Individuals  who  remain  in  the  program.  Until  such  parametric  data  Is  obtained, 
findings  to  date  must  remain  tentative  at  best.  The  possibility  remains  that 
reasons  for  discontent  which  eventually  lead  to  the  decision  to  DOR  may  be 
equally  prominent  among  those  aviators  who  are  successful  and  eventually  com¬ 
plete  the  program . 
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APPKNDIX  A 


DO  It  QtIKKTIONNAIKK 


THIS  MATERIAL.  IS  STRICTLY  CONFIDENTIAL  AND  WILL  BE  USED 

ONLY  FOR  RESEARCH 


Service  No. _ Rank  _ Date _ 

1.  Last  Name  _ First  _  Middle  _ 

2.  Leaving  from  AOCS  FI  Prep.  V  M  VT-2  VT-3  VT-10  OTHER  (Circle  One) 

3.  Were  you  a  PILOT  TRAINEE  OR  NFO/NAO  student?  (Circle  One) 

4.  Ordinal  AOCS  or  FI.  Prep.  CLASS  No. _ 

5.  Date  of  Birth _ 

0.  Birthplace  _  7.  Hometown _ 

8.  If  an  officer,  how  did  you  earn  your  commission? _ 

9.  At  what  location  did  you  take  the  aviation  selection  test? _ 

10.  How  long  were  you  on  active  duty  before  coming  to  Pensacola?  Mos. _ 

11.  College  Degree(s) _ Hours  of  Graduate  study _ 

12.  Major  course  of  study _ 

13.  Name  of  college  attended _ 

14.  Approximately  how  many  hours  did  you  have  in  the  air  prior  to  entering  the  program? 

A.  Solo  Flight _ B.  Dual  Instruction _ Passenger _ 

15.  How  was  your  overall  Basic  Flight  Performance  in  Naval  air  training?  (Check  One) 

Average  _ Below  Average _ Above  Average _ 

16.  Down  on  what  hops? _ 17.  How  many  SPDS's _ 18.  No.  of  last  hop  flown 

19.  Married  _ Single  _ If  married,  how  many  children _ 

20.  Reason  for  leaving  program: 


Dropped  own  request  (  )  Ground  school  failures  (  ) 

Flight  failure  ( )  Disciplinary  ( ) 

Not  physically  qualified  ( )  Not  aeronautically  adapted  ( ) 

Other  ( ) 


A-l 


1 
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1.  Just  checking  a  category  of  attrition  does  not  tell  the  full  story  of  why  you  are  being  sepa¬ 
rated  from  training.  Often  many  factors  are  involved.  Please  write  a  comprehensive  essay  of  the 
factors  involved  in  your  separation  from  training.  Ve  are  interested  in  your  perception  of  the 
situation.  Do  not  use  the  words  "motivation"  or  "motivated"  in  your  discussion  If  you  feel 
that  you  were  not  motivated,  please  try  to  give  the  reasons.  (Use  back  of  page  for  additional 
space.) 

(ATTENTION  MEDICAL  DROPS  AT  BEGINNING  OF  TRAINING!  Please  tell  us  where  you 
passed  your  previous  physical  and  why  in  your  opinion  the  inconsistency,  if  any,  occurred.) 


2.  What  did  you  like  BEST  about  the  program,  and  why? 


3.  What  did  you  like  LEAST  about  the  program,  and  why? 


4.  Had  you  originally  planned  a  career  In  the  Navy?  Yes  _  No 


If  your  answer  was  no,  indicate  your  reasons  for  joining  the  program  and  your  present 
career  plans. 


5.  If  you  hav«  had  any  flight  instruction  in  aircraft  of  the  training  command,  describe  the 
characteristics  of  your  t  est  and  worst  instructor.  Indicate  the  stage  of  training. 


APPENDIX  B 


SURVEY  OF  ATTRITIONS  WITHIN  THE  PILOT /NFO  PROGRAM 


SURVEY  OF  ATTRITIONS  WITHIN  THE  PILOT/NFO  PROGRAM 


We  are  iti tor<*al«d  in  measuring  Home  of  your  attitudes  toward  the  Pilot/NFO  training 
program.  The  unsworn  you  give  are  strictly  confidential  and  will  be  used  for  research  purposes 
only. 

The  survey  is  divided  into  eight  parts.  They  include: 

I.  Biographical  information 

II.  Reusons  for  entering  flight  program 

III.  Reasons  for  leaving  flight  program 

IV.  Factors  liked  about  the  flight  program 

V.  Factors  not  liked  about  the  flight  program 

VI.  Qualities  of  the  best  initructor(s)  in  the  flight  program 

VII.  Qualities  of  the  worst  iustructor(s)  in  the  flight  program 

VIII.  Additional  comments 


Each  of  these  parts  is  comprised  of  individual  statements.  You  arc  to  mark  each  item 
on  the  answer  sheets  which  arc  provided.  Specific  instructions  precede  each  of  the  right  parts. 

The  success  of  this  survey  will  depend  upon  your  full  cooperation  and  effort.  The  results 
of  this  survey  should  provide  pertinent  information  for  future  decisioiMiiaking. 


(PLEASE  1)0  NOT  MARK  ON  THIS  TEST  BOOKLET) 


Aerospace  Psychology  department 
Naval  Aerospace  Medical  Research  Laboratory 
Naval  Aerospace  Medical  Institute 
Nr.al  Aerospace  and  Regional  Me  Ileal  Center 
Pensacola,  Florida  32512 


I.  Biographical  1  nf  ormution 

Pinnae  fill  nut  your  Name,  Social  Security 
Number,  Jacket  Number,  and  Date  of  Birth 
on  the  answer  shoot.  When  you  have 
finished,  pleuse  mark  your  answers  to  each  of 
the  following  questions. 


1.  What  is  your  present  rank? 

A.  Aviation  Reserve  Officer  Candidate  ( A V HOC) 
II.  Aviation  Officer  Candidate  (AOC/NAOC/ 
NFOC) 

('„  Knsig n /Second  Lieutenant 

I).  Lieutenant  junior  grade/First  Lieutenant 

E.  Lieutuiant/Captain 

2.  What  was  your  classification  when  you  first 
entered  the  program? 

A.  AOC/NAOC/NFOC 
II.  AVItOC 

C,  Ol-reecivod  commission  before  entering  the 
program  (HSN)s  except  for  AVItOC 
I).  01  (IJSMC) 

K.  01  or  Cadet  (USC(i) 
i),  Which  flight  program  did  you  enter? 

A.  I'ilot  trainee  from  beginning 
II.  NPO  trainee  from  beginning 
C.  Transferred  from  Pilot  to  INFO 
I).  Transferred  from  NPO  to  Pilot 
Questions  4*7  concern  the  training  stage  from  which 
you  attrited.  Mark  ONLY  one  of  the  following. 

4.  Preflight/Cround  School/Prlmary 
A.  Indoctrination  (INDOC) 

II.  Aviation  Officer  Candidate  Scliool  (AOCS) 

C.  Cnvlronmentsl  Indoctrination  (til)t  (Physical 
training,  survival,  aviation  physiology,  aero* 
dynamics,  engineering,  etc.) 

I).  VT  -  I 
K.  VT*  id 


5.  Basic  Pilot  Training 
A.  VT2/:i 

It.  VT  4 
C.  VT  5 
I).  VT  7 
K.  V  I  0/10 

6.  Advanced  Pilot  Training 
A.  Advuncedjut 

li.  Advanced  Prop 

C.  Advanced  Ilolo  (Including  VT*6) 

7.  Advanced  NPO  Training 
A.  B JN  at  Glynco 

11.  RIO  at  Glynco 
(’..  ATDS  at  Glvnco 
1).  ASAC/AKLVz  at  Glynco 
E.  NAV  at  Corpus 

ft.  What  is  the  highest  degree  you  have  received? 

A.  Bachelor* 

II,  Masters 
C.  Doctorate 

I),  Other  (specify  on  back  of  answer  sheet) 
Questions  9*  1  1  concern  your  college  major.  Please 
answer  each  question 


9.  My  major  was: 

A.  Physical  Science  (physics,  chomlairy,  math) 

II.  Natural  Science  (biology,  oceanography, 
ecology) 

C.  Behavioral  Science  (psychology,  sociology, 
anthropology) 

D.  Social  Science  (history,  political  science, 
economics,  geography) 

E.  None  of  the  above 

10.  My  major  was: 

A,  Engineering  (including  architecture) 

II.  Business  Administration 

(’,.  Agriculture 

I).  Technical  specialty  not  covered  above  (spe¬ 
cify  oil  back  of  answer  sheet 

E.  None  of  tho  shove 

11.  My  major  was; 

A.  Humanities  (language,  literature,  art,  drama, 


C.  Education  oilier  than  physical  education 
I),  Physical  Education 
E.  None  of  the  above 

Notei  IP  YO’UH  COLLEGE  MAJOR  WAS  NOT 
POUND  IN  THE  ABOVE  LIST,  PLEASE 
WRITE  IT  ON  THE  BACK  OP  THE  ANSWER 
SHEET. 

12.  Upon  mitering  the  program,  i  was: 

A.  Single 
ii.  Married 
lii.  I  am  presently: 

A.  Single 
II.  Married 

14,  How  many  children  do  you  huvev 
A.  None 

li.  One 
C.  Two 
I).  Three 
E.  Pour  or  more 

15.  Wlial  is  the  administrative  reason  for  your  leaving 
the  flight  program? 

A.  Dropped  own  request  (l)OK) 

B.  Plight  failure 

C.  Ground  school  failure 

I).  Not  physically  qualified  (NPQ) 

E.  Not  Aeronautically  Adapted  (NAA) 
in  the  event  the  reason  is  not  given  above,  leave 
blank  and  specify  (lie  reason  on  ihe  back  of  the 
answer  sheet, 

Proceed  to  the  next  page. 
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II.  Itcasou*  for  Filtering  Flight  Program. 

We  urc  iulor«*Nled  in  learning  why  you  entered  the 
flight  urogram,  hinted  below  are  a  variety  of  rea- 
noun,  1  on  are  to  rate  eaeh  item  according  to  the 
following  scute: 

A,  Of  NO  influence  to  me  in  entering  the 
flight  urogram 
II.  Little  influence 
(!.  Moderate  Influence 
I),  Strong  influence 
K.  Very  at  rung  Influence 

16.  For  praitiga  and  social  opportunities 

17.  Opportunity  for  aduoatlonal  benefits 

16.  Career  opportunities  better  than  civilian  life. 

19.  Wanted  to  fly. 

20.  For  adventure  and  excitement. 

21.  Fulfill  military  obligation. 

22.  Security  of  a  military  life. 

23.  Wanted  to  be  a  naval  officer. 

24.  Interested  in  what  the  Navy  does, 

25.  For  pay,  allowances,  and  fringe  benefits. 

26.  Rntered  military  to  avoid  the  draft, 

27.  Opportunity  to  develop  salf-dlsclplino  and  con¬ 
fidence. 

28.  Wanted  to  serve  country. 

20.  Opportunity  to  think  about  what  I  really  wanted 
to  do  in  life, 

30.  Planned  to  mako  tho  Navy  a  career. 

31.  Wanted  to  do  something  challenging. 

32.  Physical  training  and  development, 

In  the  event  you  huve  reuson*  which  were  not 
listed  above,  please  specify  them  on  the  buck  of  the 
answer  sheet  and  rate  them  according  to  the  above 
scale. 


III.  Keasous  for  Leaving  Flight  Program 

We  ore  interested  in  your  reasons  for  leaving  the 
flight  program.  Von  are  to  rale  each  of  the 
following  items  ueeordiiig  to  tlioToUhwing  scale: 
A.  Of  NO  iuliueuee  to  me  In  leaving  the 
flight  program, 

II.  Little  influenee 
0.  Moderate  influenee 
1),  Strong  influence 
K.  Very  strong  influence 

33.  Passed  entrance  physical  previously  at  ecruitlng 
station;  failed  the  physical  at  NAS  Pensacola, 

34,  Not  Physically  Qualified  (NPQ)  due  to  organic 
or  visual  problems. 

38,  NPQ  due  to  teiiurtt. 

36,  Unable  to  pass  required  physical  training  tests 
(calisthenics,  swim,  obstacle  course,  etc.) 

37.  Not  aeronautically  adapted  (NAA)  due  to  psy¬ 
chological  problems, 

36,  Had  difficulty  in  learning  ground  school  material. 

39,  Motion  sickness  while  airborne. 

40,  Shift  in  career  Interest  from  military  or  flight 
program  to  civilian  life, 


41.  Too  much  norvousness  and  anxiety  generated  by 
flight  program. 

42.  The  combination  of  ground  and  flight  material 
came  too  fast,  unable  to  koep  up  pace. 

43.  Wife  unhappy  with  my  flying, 

44.  Unable  to  perform  well  while  flying  the  aircraft. 

46.  Do  not  like  obedience  and  discipline  Instilled  by 

fear  orientation, 

46,  Extrema  apprehension  when  anticipating  upcom¬ 
ing  flights  or  during  the  flight. 

47.  Dissatisfied  with  pipeline  assignment. 

48.  Did  not  Ilka  flying. 

49,  Do  not  Ilka  military  discipline. 

BO.  Military  life  not  for  me. 

61 .  Lost  Interest  In  flight  program. 

62.  Wife  unhappy  with  military  llfo. 

63.  Unable  to  adjust  to  military  life, 

64.  Disliked  rigid  rulos  end  regulations, 

56.  Not  able  to  function  well  In  this  type  of  pres¬ 
surised  environment, 

66.  Separation  from  family. 

67,  Length  of  flight  training  program  Is  too  long. 

58,  Dissatisfied  with  program  (pilot,  NFO)  assignment 
69,  Academics  were  too  technical. 

60.  Do  not  like  taking  orders  and  being  told  how  to 
think. 

61.  Personal  or  financial  problems. 

62.  Truated  poorly  and  unjustly  by  Instructors. 

63.  Had  difficulty  In  learning  flight  material. 

64.  Shift  In  career  interest  from  pilot  to  NFO  or  NFO 
to  pilot  program. 

86.  Prefer  freedom  of  civilian  life  to  military  life. 

66.  Fear  of  flying. 

67.  Shift  In  career  Interest  from  flight  program  to 
surface  or  staff  Navy. 

68.  Too  much  prossuro  in  the  program. 

In  I  In-  i-vi-ut  you  have  reasons  which  were  not 
listed  above  please  specify  Ihein  on  the  buck  of  the 
answer  sheet  ami  rate  them  according  to  the  above 
scale. 


Note:  IN  TIIF  F.VKNT  YOI1  WKKK  NPQ  UPON 
AUHIVAI.  AT  PFNSACOLA,  DO  NOT 
OOMPLF.TF.  SECTIONS  IV,  V,  VI,  OK  Ml. 
(iO  DIHF.CTLY  TO  SUCTION  VIII  ON 
PACK  4. 
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IV.  Thing*  Liked  About  the  Flight  Program 

Wo  are  interested  in  determining  the  thing*  you 
liked  beat  about  the  flight  urogram.  You  are  to 
rate  each  of  the  following  Item*  according  to  the 
following  scale: 

A.  Of  NO  consequence  to  me  within  the 
flight  program 
11.  Liked  a  little 
(!.  Liked  moderately 
I).  Liked  substantially 
K.  I, iked  very  substantially 

89.  Davelopmant  of  self-dlsolpllne  and  self-confidence 

70.  Survival  training. 

71.  Aoadamic  or  ground  training. 

72.  Pay  and  allowance*. 

73.  AOC  training. 

74.  Training  eld*  and  programmed  text*. 

76.  Intereit  taken  In  panonal  health  and  general 
welfare. 

76.  Physical  training. 

77.  Prestige  of  being  an  officer. 

78.  Church  service*. 

79.  Fringe  benefits  ("0"  Club,  food,  uniforms,  etc,) 

80.  Troatmont  by  the  ground  and  flight  instructors. 

81.  Comradeship  cf  peers. 

82.  Quality  of  ground  or  flight  Instruction. 

83.  Foallngt  of  ecc  smplishmant  and  self-esteem. 

84.  Flight  training  (actual  fly.ng  In  the  aircraft). 

86.  Getting  commissioned,  being  a  naval  offlcor. 

86.  Challenge  and  competition. 

87.  Serve  countiy, 

88.  Leadership  jf  class  officers  and  NCO's. 

89.  Career  opportunities. 

In  the  event  you  liked  other  things  about  the 
flight  program,  please  speoify  them  on  the  back  of 
the  answer  sheet  and  rate  them  according  to  the  above 
scale. 


V.  Things  Disliked  About  the  Fligl  Program 
We  are  Interested  In  determining  those  things 
which  you  disliked  about  the  flight  program.  You 
are  to  rate  each  of  the  items  below  according  to 
the  following  scale; 

A.  Of  NO  conseouence  to  me  within  the 
flight  program 

B.  Disliked  a  little 

C.  Disliked  moderately 

D.  Disliked  substantially 

6.  Disliked  very  substantially 

90.  Poor,  inconsistent,  end  contradictory  communi¬ 
cation  with  those  in  authority. 

91.  Pressurized  environment,  someone  constantly 
observing  and  commenting  on  one's  performance, 

92.  Lack  of  free  time  to  telex. 

93.  Plight  training  (actual  flying  in  the  aircraft). 

94.  Pipeline  assignment. 

96.  Loss  of  Individuality,  initiative,  end  freedom  of 
choloa, 


96.  Treated  like  animals,  not  treated  properly  or 
as  a  rational  human  being. 

97.  Social  life. 

98.  Too  much  pressure,  never  enough  time. 

99.  Lack  of  Instructor  standardization. 

100.  Academic  or  ground  training. 

101.  Inst.lllng  of  fear  and  the  punltlvo  nature  of 
military  training. 

102.  The  heat. 

103.  Treatment  by  the  ground  and  flight  instructors. 

104.  Disorganization  and  incompetence  within  the 
program. 

105.  Leek  of  fleet  seats  after  receiving  one’s  wings. 

108.  Indoctrination  battalion. 

107.  Program  Is  not  tvenly  paced,  poor  scheduling. 

108.  Military  lift  in  general. 

109.  Harassment  by  the  Drill  Instructors  and  Candi¬ 
date  Officers. 

1 10.  Selection  testing  program  by  the  Nevy  Recruiter 

111.  Quality  end  attitude  of  ground  and  flight 
Instructors. 

112.  Flight  pools. 

113.  Emphasis  on  patty  and  unimportant  items. 

114.  The  food. 

116.  Family  separation. 

116.  Boredom,  routine,  not  enough  stimulation. 

117.  Rules  end  regula  ions. 

118.  Recruiting  methids  used  by  the  Navy  Recruiter. 

119.  Poor  communlcatic’s/information  concerning 
the  flight  program. 

120.  Physical  training. 

121.  Training  aids  and  programmed  texts. 

122.  Emphasis  on  offlcor  first  and  pllot/NFO  socond. 

123.  Classroom/study  environment  not  conduolvo  to 
learning, 

124.  AOC  training. 

126.  Psychological  Tasting  at  NAMI. 

1 28.  Long  wait*  in  the  ready  room  waiting  to  fly. 

In  (lie  event  yon  disliked  otlu-i  things  about  the 
flight  |>rogruni,  please  specify  them  on  the  hack  of  the 
answer  she.d  and  rate  them  ureording  to  the  above 
scale. 


Note:  PLEASE  FILL  (HJT  THIS  REMAINDER  OF 
TIIF.  QUESTIONNAIRE  ON  THE  SECOND 
ANSWER  SHEET. 
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VI.  Qualities  of  tin  IlfMt  Instructors  in  Hit*  I’ligltt 
Program 

We  are  Interested  in  determining  what  you  eon- 
aider  to  be  (lie  qualities  of  Hie  heal  instructors 
you  have  luid  in  the  flight  progrim. 

A.  Not  evident  to  me  in  the  beat  inalruetnr 

II.  A  little  evident 
Moderately  evident 
I).  Subatanliolly  evident 
K.  Very  aiibalantiully  evident 

INTIIKKVKN  YOU  ilAYK  HAD  NO 
INSTRUCTIONAL  TRAINING  (KITIIKR 
GROUND  OR  FMGIIT)  DO  NOT  RIM.  OU’I 
SUCTIONS  VI  AN u  VII  AND  (iO  DIHKCTl.Y 
TO  SUCTION  VIII. 

1.  Understood  the  student':  oroblems  in  learning  to 
function  properly  while  airborno.  (Uae  the 
redsr,  navigate,  fly  the  aircraft,  etc.) 

2.  Conscientious 

3.  Continually  explaining  and  demonstrating, 

4.  Sincere  interest  in  student. 

5.  Explained  things  well. 

8,  Helpful  In  showing  how  to  correct  mistakes. 

7.  Allowed  studont  time  to  moko  own  corrections. 

8.  Good  briefs  and  debriefs. 

8.  Gave  encouragoment  to  the  student. 

10.  The  attitude  that  both  you  and  the  Instructor 
were  trying  together  to  improve  your  abilities 
und  techniques, 

11.  Firm  yet  easygoing. 

12.  Patient. 

13.  One  who  put  me  at  oasu. 

14  Culm,  taught  in  a  relaxed  manner. 

10,  Friendly. 

16.  Happy  with  job. 

17.  Competent  and  organized. 

18.  Standardised  and  consistent  instruction. 

19.  Helped  professionally  and  personally. 

20.  Good  pilot. 

21.  Good  leader. 

22.  Professional;  knows  hit  job  well. 

In  tli«'  event  there  are  other  i|ualitiea  of  the  bent 
iiiHtruetor  whit'll  were  not  Ruled,  please  specify  them 
on  the  back  of  the  answer  sheet  ami  rate  them 
according  to  the  above  scale. 


VII.  Qualities  of  the  Worst  Instructors  in  the  Flight 
Program 

We  arc  also  interested  in  determining  what  you 
consider  to  be  the  qualities  of  the  worst  instruc¬ 
tor  you  had  in  the  flight  program.  You  are  to 
rate  each  of  the  below  Items  according  (o  the 
following  scale. 


A.  Not  evident  to  me  in  the  worst  instructor 

11.  A  lil lie  evident 

('..  Moderately  evident 

I).  Substantially  evident 

F..  Very  substantially  evident 

23.  A  screamer. 

24.  Divorced  from  student's  interests  and  feelings. 

?B.  Laokod  understanding  of  the  student's  probtoms 

in  teeming  to  funotlon  properly  while  airborne 
(use  the  radar,  navigate,  fly  the  aircraft,  etc.) 

26.  Pointed  out  mistakes  without  offering  suggestions 

27.  Did  not  Instruct  through  example,  or  demon¬ 
strate  how  to  correot  mistakes  very  much. 

28.  Gave  destructive  criticism. 

29.  Smart  aleck,  sarcastic. 

30.  Offered  no  oncouragament  or  relnforcemont. 

31.  Wouldn't  keep  his  hands  or  feet  off  the  controls. 

32.  Would  not  allow  the  student  time  to  correot  his 
own  mistakes. 

33.  Interested  only  In  getting  his  flight  hours. 

34.  Egotistical,  preoccupied  with  himself. 

36.  Jumpy  and  edgy. 

38.  Lacked  patlunce. 

37.  Wat  not  contolantious. 

38.  Had  no  motivation  to  instruct. 

39.  Poor  attitude. 

40.  Wat  not  standardised  or  consistent  In  hit  Instruc¬ 
tion. 

41.  Did  not  care  If  tha  student  learned  or  not. 

42.  Poor  pilot,  could  not  fly  the  aircraft. 

43.  Incompetent  uud  disorganized. 

44.  Poor  brioft  and  debrioft. 

46.  Instructing  was  |ujt  a  job, 

46.  Unprofessional;  does  not  know  his  job. 

47.  Poor  luador. 

In  the  mill  there  are  other  qualities  of  the 
worst  Instructor  which  were  not  Rated,  pleuae  apeeify 
them  oil  tile  back  of  the  answer  sheet  uud  rate  them 
uecordiug  to  the  above  scale, 


Y  III.  Filling  out  tills  forced-choice  questionnaire  may 
not  tell  the  complete  story  of  why  you  are 
separating  from  the  Navy,  the  reasons  you 
itked/dishked  the  program,  or  the  qualities  of 
the  heat/ worst  instructor,  If  you  feel  the 
questionnaire  is  not  comprehensive  enough, 
please  write  additional  comments  on  the  bacx 
of  the  answer  sheet. 
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